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Paper #6235 1997-99 Budget May 23, 1997

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Nonpoint Source Pollution Abatement Program Changes (DNR -- Water Quality)

[LFB Summary: Page 434, #1]

CURRENT LAW

The Department of Natural Resources, through a continuing planning process, designates
the watersheds and lakes where the need for nonpoint source water pollution abatement is most
critical. Further, based on this process, before July 1 of each even-numbered year, DNR submits
recommendations to the Land and Water Conservation Board (LWCB) on additional watershed
or lake projects that should be designated as priority. The LWCB designates priority watersheds
and lakes. If a project is designated, it is eligible to receive nonpoint source local assistance
grants and cost-sharing for water pollution abatement and conservation practices. Through 1996,
66 of the state’s 330 watersheds and 20 lakes have been designated as priority.

Cost share grants for 50%-70% of the costs of installing best management practices are
available to landowners and local units of government. Under certain circumstances cost-share
rates are allowed to exceed 70% of the cost of the practice installed (for example, economic
hardship on the part of the landowner).

GOVERNOR
Priority Watershed Designations. Require DNR to submit to the LWCB by January 1,
1998, a list of watersheds and lakes in the state ranked by the level of impairment by nonpoint

source pollution. In preparing the list, DNR would consider the list of impaired state waters it
submitted to meet U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) requirements.
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No later than July, 1 1998, the LWCB would be required to identify priority watersheds
and lakes using the impaired waters list as well as DNR and Department of Agriculture Trade
and Consumer Protection (DATCP) recommendations. DNR and DATCP would be required to
limit the number of watersheds recommended to the LWCB to a number (determined by the
Departments) that would enable DNR to meet the statutory requirement that the planning process
on all priority watersheds be completed by December 31, 2015, assuming the funding level for
the program remains the same as the funding available under the bill. While under the current
program all watersheds or lakes designated as priority have received funding, being identified as
a priority watershed or lake under the bill would not necessarily secure funding for the project.

The LWCB would be required to identify the priority watersheds and Jakes in the state
without regard to whether the watershed or lake has previously been designated as priority,
except for those watersheds in the Milwaukee River basin which are statutorily designated. if the
LWCB does not re-identify the watershed as priority, the Board would terminate the project’s
current priority designation. If the Board terminates a watershed or lake priority designation, the
Board would be required to review the status of the project and direct DNR to continue, modify
or eliminate funding for that watershed or lake.

Nonpoint Project Applications. Under current law, DNR, based on a continuous
planning process, recommends watershed projects to the LWCB to be designated as priority.
Under the bill, beginning on July 1, 1998, governmental units could request funding directly from
the LWCB for a priority watershed project, a priority lake project or a nonpoint source water
pollution abatement project that is not in a priority watershed or a priority lake area by
submitting an application to the LWCB, by July 15, in order to be considered for initial funding
in the following year.

Selection of Projects for Funding. The bill would require that by April 1, 1998, DNR,
in consultation with DATCP, propose to the LWCB a scoring system for ranking nonpoint source
water pollution abatement project applications, submitted by governmental units. The scoring

system would include the following criteria:

a. The extent to which the application proposes to use cost-effective and appropriate
best management practices to achieve water quality goals;

b. The existence in the project area of an impaired water body that the Department
has identified to the EPA,;

c. The extent to which the project will result in the attainment of established water
quality objectives;

d. The local interest in and commitment to the project; and
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e. The inclusion of a strategy to evaluate the progress toward reaching project goals,
including the monitoring of water quality improvements resulting from project activities.

Require the LWCB to: (a) review the scoring system and approve the system as submitted
or modify and approve the system; and (b) review the system at least once every two vears and
if necessary require the Department to submit a revised system.

Require DNR, in consultation with DATCP, to use the approved scoring system to
determine the score of each project for which the LWCB receives an application and inform the
Board of the scores no later than September 1, of each year. After receiving project scores, the
LWCB would be required to select the projects that would receive funding in the following year
before November 1 of each year. To the extent practicable, within the scoring process, the Board
would select projects so that projects are distributed evenly around the state.

Cost Share Rates. Effective July 1, 1998, the bill would allow local units of government,
in their project applications, to determine the rate at which the state would fund the installation
of nonpoint practices for their project, not to exceed 70%. However, if a site has been designated

‘as a critical site and has had cost share grants available for three years, DNR would continue to
determine a reduced cost share rate by rule (DNR’s current rule reduces cost share rates by one-
half for such sites).

Best Management Practices. Require DNR, in consultation with DATCP, to promulgate
rules that specify cost-effective best management practices that can be implemented by local
governments and landowners to meet the priority watershed or lake project area and water basin
water quality cobjectives. The practices must be identified in priority watershed or lake plans,
unless the use of the cost-effective practices will not contribute to water quality improvement or
will cause the continued impairment of the water body.

Water Basin. Require that DNR establish water quality objectives for each water basin
in addition to each priority watershed and priority lake.

Budget Report. Effective July 1, 1998, require that before September 1 of each year,
DNR, in consultation with DATCP, submit a budget report to the LWCB that includes: (a)
anticipated expenditures for priority watershed or lake projects during the next year; (b) a plan
for reducing expenditures if expenditures exceed anticipated funding; and (c) criteria for ending
priority watershed or lake projects (for example, one criterion could be low cost share grant
program participation in a watershed project).
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DISCUSSION POINTS

Background

1. Watershed or lake projects designated as priority are eligible for nonpoint source
water pollution abatement grants. The nonpoint program provides grants to local units of
government for: (a) priority watershed project administration; and (b) 50-70% cost share grants
to landowners and communities in priority watersheds to install water pollution abatement
practices and structures.

2. The priority watershed selection process makes use of areawide water quality plans
or "basin plans." The state has developed and incorporated watershed ranking criteria into the
areawide water quality management plans for each of the state’s 32 river drainage basins.
Watershed projects are ranked using numeric criteria for streams and lakes with the highest .
number representing the highest priority watershed. Watersheds within each basin are prioritized
based on these numeric water quality criteria and are then designated as high, medium or low
priority, or as unmonitored. If a watershed is designated as high priority under the areawide
water quality plan, it is eligible to be selected as a priority watershed project through the
~ nonpoint source water pollution abatement grant program.

3. As part of 1983 Act 416, DNR was required to identify watershed projects in the
Milwaukee River Basin, which includes portions of Milwaukee, Waukesha, Washington,
Ozaukee, Fond du Lac and Sheboygan Counties. In 1989 Act 366, the Kinnickinnic River was
designated a part of the Milwaukee River Basin, and was, therefore, included as a part of the
nonpoint project area. As a result, six of the 66 large-scale priority watershed projects selected
through 1996 are located in the Milwaukee River Basin.

4. Large scale watershed projects generally take at least ten years to complete,
excluding planning efforts prior to selection. The first two years following project selection is
the project planning phase in which local assistance grants are made available for county and/or
municipal administration of the watershed. Among other activities, local officials plan watershed
projects, contract with landowners, assist in the design and installation of practices, conduct
demonstrations and train staff. Local assistance grant awards for implementation and
administration of the project are made throughout the remaining years of the project. Beginning
in the third year of a project, landowners can sign-up for cost-sharing awards for the installation
of practices such as manure storage facilities and barnyard roofs and contour strips on cropland
_ to reduce nonpoint pollution runoff. The cost-sharing grant awards are available from the third
year through the tenth year of a project. However, some projects have been extended and grants
have been made for additional years.

5. There are currently 66 active large scale priority watershed projects and 20 active
priority lake projects in 56 different counties. Attachment 1 provides a list of those projects.
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Priority Watershed Designations

6. Instead of using the continuous planning process, the bill would essentially require
DNR, DATCP and the LWCB to identify those watersheds and lakes (except those statutorily
designated) that are of the highest priority after considering the impaired waters list required
under the federal Clean Water Act, the statutory planning deadline for priority watershed projects
and the existing nonpoint program funding levels. Under the bill, LWCB could identify a
watershed or lake that is not currently a designated priority watershed or lake and could terminate
some projects currently designated. The DNR Secretary has publicly supported the Governor’s
recommended changes to the nonpoint source water pollution abatement and priority watershed
program.

7. The 1mpaired waters list required under the Clean Water Act, which was submitted
to EPA in December, 1996, generally includes those sites where violations of water quality
standards (fishable or swimmable, or numeric measurements of conventional or toxic substances)
are known or suspected. The impaired waters list submitted to EPA prioritizes the water bodies
in the state by level of impairment. Based on the list of impaired waters provided to EPA, 16
of the 86 (19%) currently designated watersheds or lake projects are considered impaired waters.
Attachment 2 lists the water bodies on the impaired waters list, including the current priority
watershed and lake projects.

8. Under current law and under the bill, DNR may, but is not required to, provide
funding to all designated priority watersheds or lakes (all designated projects have received
funding). DOA officials indicate that it was intended that all current priority watershed or lake
projects that are re-identified would continue to receive nonpoint funding and would not have to
reapply. However, the bill does not specifically indicate that each existing watershed or lake that
is re-identified as priority by the LWCB would receive funding. The bill could be amended to
clarify the issue.

9. Under the bill, if a watershed or lake currently designated as priority (except those
statutorily designated) is not re-identified by the LWCB, the priority watershed or lake project
would be terminated. If a currently designated priority watershed or lake project is terminated,
the LWCB would be required to review the status of the project and direct DNR to continue,
modify or eliminate funding for that watershed or lake project. DNR has indicated that nonpoint
program costs could be reduced by $5.7 million in the biennium primarily associated with
terminating existing priority watershed projects.

10. It could be argued that if a currently designated priority watershed or lake is not
on the federal impaired waters lList, and the LWCB determines with DNR’s and DATCP’s
recommendations, that the watershed or lake project should be terminated, the project should no
longer be eligible for funding. Further, under the bill, counties with a watershed or lake whose
priority designation is terminated could re-apply to the LWCB for funding as a non-priority
watershed or lake nonpoint source project.
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Project Selection for Funding

11.  Under the bill, local governments, regardless of whether the project is located in
a priority lake or watershed area, could apply to have their nonpoint source projects funded.
Under current law, a nonpoint project located outside a priority watershed that could potentially
provide substantial water quality improvement to a watershed, cannot receive funding (such as
a business, farm or cluster of farms in a particularly sensitive area of a watershed). Allowing
projects outside priority areas to receive funding would provide the program the flexibility to
fund such projects. '

12. DOA indicates that allowing local governments to apply for project funding
regardless of the project’s location would establish a more competitive grant program. In
addition, it could allow for greater distribution of nonpoint projects throughout the state. Further,
while a project may not be in an identified priority area, it would likely have to receive a high
ranking on the project selection criteria in order to receive funding.

13. Conversely, it could be argued that those areas identified as priority are likely
those areas with the greatest water quality concerns and therefore, funding should be focused on
nonpoint source water quality efforts in those priority areas.

14, In addition, while it is likely that the highest ranking projects will receive funding,
the Governor’s recommendations do not require the LWCB to select the highest ranking projects
for funding. DOA indicates that by not requiring the highest ranking projects to be funded, the
LWCB would have the flexibility to move down the ranking list and fund projects for other
reasons, such as the cost, location or size of the project. As a result, under the bill, a project that
is not located in a priority watershed area could be funded before a project in a priority
watershed project with a higher ranking on the project scoring criteria.

15.  The Comumittee could require the LWCB to fund only those projects that receive
the highest rankings based on the project scoring criteria.

16.  One criticism of the nonpoint program has been that because the program provides
at least one dollar for county staff and supplies for each dollar of landowner cost share funding,
counties may be encouraged to focus their energies on obtaining state priority status for
watershed projects rather than on using available federal programs that make fewer funds
available for staff. That is, counties may not pursue federal cost share funds because only a
small share of the funds (approximately 10% under the new federal environmental quality
incentives program) can be used for staff, versus approximately 50% for nonpoint projects.
Similarly, federal conservation program efforts (such as the conservation reserve program which
removes erodible agricultural land from production) which can improve water quality may not
be aggressively pursued because the programs provide little or no funding for county staff.
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17.  Therefore, federal and state officials believe that there is potential to make better
use of federal programs, to meet the state’s nonpoint pollution abatement goals. In order to
encourage greater use of federal funds, the extent to which the nonpoint source project makes use
of available federal funding could be added to the scoring criteria for selection of projects.

County Staffing

18. Despite the fact that nonpoint funding is only provided in priority watersheds,
concerns have been raised as to whether funding is focusing on the state’s highest priority water
quality concerns. Current DNR estimates are that approximately one-half of the state’s 330
watersheds could be considered priority although far fewer are listed on the impaired waters list
submitted to EPA. Funding nonpoint projects in approximately 50% of the state’s watersheds
would take a substantial amount of time and funding to complete.

19. While every Wisconsin county has water quality concerns, a number of counties
have no watershed projects while others have as many a five priority watersheds. Similarly, 11
counties have four or more priority watershed staff while 19 counties have no staff funded from
the nonpoint prograrm.

20. It has been argued that priority watershed and lake projects and, m turn, local
assistance funds for county staff have been unevenly distributed throughout the state. That 1s,
some counties have a large number of staff and others have minimal or no staff funded from the
program. For example, ten counties made up 44% of all the staff funded from the nonpoint
program in 1996. The following table shows the distribution of the approximately 143 county
staff funded from the nonpoint program in calendar year 1996 based on DNR data (the number
of staff per county were determined by dividing annual staff hours funded from the nonpoint
program in each county by 2,080 to arrive at a full-time equivalency). In addition, approximately
nine staff are provided other local governments (municipalities and towns) for urban nonpoint
projects.
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County Staff Funded From Nonpoint Program

(1996)
County Staff | County Staff | County Staff
0000000000

Brown 11.4 Waukesha 2.5 Racine 0.7
Fond du Lac 13 Chippewa 2.5 Bayfield 0.5
Trempealeau 6.9 Rusk 24 Rock 0.5
Sauk 6.8 Calumet 23 Marquette 04
Dane 6.8 Monroe 2.0 Juneau 0.2
Sheboygan 5.1 Adams 2.0 Green Lake 0.1
Vemon 5.0 | Waupaca 2.0 | Ashland 0.0
Door 50 Oconto 1.8 | Bumnett 0.0
Outagamie 4.3 Oneida Nation 1.6 Crawford 0.0
Manitowoc 43 Barron 1.5 Florence 0.0
Buffalo 4.0 Columbia 1.5 Forest 0.0
Polk 39 Marinette 1.3 Iowa 0.0
Marathon 3.7 Milwaukee 1.1 Iron 0.0
Dodge 35 Walworth 1.0 La Crosse 0.0
Ozaukee 34 Jefferson 1.0 Lincoln 0.0
Grant 3.0 Douglas 1.0 Menominee 0.0
Dunn 3.0 Richland 1.0 Oneida 0.0
Lafayette 3.0 Portage. 1.0 | Pepin 0.0
Washington 3.0 Kenosha - 1.0 Pierce 0.0
Green 2.8 Clark 1.0 Price 0.0
Jackson 2.6 Kewaunee 1.0 Sawyer 0.0
Wood 2.6 Shawano 0.9 Taylor 0.0
St. Croix 2.6 Langlade 0.9 Vilas 0.0
Winnebago 2.5 Eau Claire 0.8 Washburn 0.0

Waushara 0.0

21. It has been argued that staff are unevenly distributed in the state, in part, because
the program provides a significant incentive for county staff to obtain a project extension or
another watershed project in order to retain nonpoint program funding. Further, because counties,
on average, receive at least one dollar in funding for staff for every one dollar in practices
installed or implemented, an incentive exists for counties to focus their efforts on obtaining or
extending watershed projects to retain their staff. Finally, these counties have the staff expertise
necessary to develop the plans to obtain additional projects. As a result, counties that have
nonpoint staff are able to pursue priority watershed and lake projects, while it may be difficult
for a county without staff to enter the program regardless of water quality needs.
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22. While the Governor’s recommendation would allow projects outside priority areas
to be selected for funding, counties that have not had a watershed project, or have had limited
experience with the nonpoint program, may be at a competitive disadvantage in compiling a
nonpoint source project proposal for the IL.WCB. Further, many of the projects currently
receiving nonpoint funding for their watershed or lake projects are more likely to be those that
have done the necessary planning that will likely be required in order to receive a high score and
be selected for funding under the bill.

23. In addition, while addressing water quality concerns on the watershed or lake level
1s a practicable way to achieve water quality, providing staff on a long-term basis may be
necessary to achieve the state’s long term water quality goals. The current program provides
project funding for three to ten years and if no other watershed project is selected for that county,
the county loses the experience and technical expertise necessary to continue its water quality
efforts.

24. An alternative to linking local assistance funding to project funding would be to
move the program toward providing a basic level of staffing in each county. This alternative
could lead to a more competitive water quality program in that counties would have some base
level of staff with which to develop water quality projects and compete for funding under the
criteria proposed in the bill. Such an alternative would more evenly distribute local assistance
funding in the state and would reduce the need for counties to obtain another watershed project
in order to retain experienced staff and continue water quality work.

25. It could be argued that it may be difficult to reallocate staff from existing
watersheds given that counties have hired the necessary staff with the intention of completing
designated projects over several years. However, currently designated projects (that are re-
identified under the bill) will be ending in future biennia, at which time funding for county staff
associated with those projects will become available. Therefore, the Committee could require
DNR and DATCP to develop a plan, to be approved by the LWCB, that would reallocate
program funds to provide a basic level of staffing in all counties to conduct and coordinate each
county’s water quality efforts.

Cost Share Percentages -- Hardship Provisions

26. Under current law, DNR can exceed the established cost share rates for nonpoint
source pollution abatement practices, if it is determined that the landowner meets the program’s
economic hardship criteria (a debt to asset ratio of 60%) as determined by DNR rule. Counties
are allowed to exceed the allowable cost share rates for landowners meeting DNR’s economic
hardship provisions by up to 15% (up to 85% of project costs funded by the state). In calendar
year 1996, approximately 8% of projects qualified for hardship funding.
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27. If the installation of a practice is needed to meet the water quality goals of
watershed projects, the water quality benefits accrue to others beyond the landowner. Therefore,
it could be argued that if a higher cost share rate allows a landowner to install a practice that
would otherwise not be installed and the practice improves overall water quality, the practice
should be funded at the higher rate. On the other hand, some have argued that hardship funding
may result in the state paying for costly practices at a farm operation that may fail financially.

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

I Approve the Goverpor’s recommendations related to the priority watershed and
nonpoint source pollution abatement program as follows: (a) modify the manner in which
watershed projects are identified as priority; (b) allow local governments to request funding for
nonpoint source projects directly from the LWCB; (c) allow local units of government, in their
project applications, to determine the cost share rate for their project, not to exceed 70%; (d)
require DNR, in consultation with DATCP, to promulgate rules that specify cost-effective best
management practices; (€) require that DNR establish water quality objectives for each water
basin in addition to each priority watershed and priority lake; and (f) require that before
September 1 of each year, DNR, in consultation with DATCP, submit a budget report to the
LWCB.

2. In addition to the Governor’s recommendation, do one or more of the following;

a. Provide that only the watersheds or lakes identified by the LWCB
as priority would receive funding (projects not redesignated and those outside of
identified watersheds would not be funded);

b. Require that funding be terminated for existing priority watersheds
that are not re-identified by the LWCB (projects outside watersheds could still be
funded);

c. Clarify that all currently designated priority watersheds or lakes that

are re-identified would receive funding;

d. Include the extent to which a project makes use of available federal
funding to the criteria to be used in selecting nonpoint source projects for funding;

e. Require that DNR and DATCP establish a plan by July 1, 1998, to
be approved by the LWCB, that allocates funding for staff in every county as
funds become available from the completion or termination of existing priority
watershed and lake projects.
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f. Retain the hardship provisions related to cosi share percentages
(state funding of up to 85% of project costs).

3. Maintain current law.

Prepared by: Al Runde
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fyﬁuaxe N A
| DECKER N A
| GEORGE N A

JAUCH N A
WINEKE N A
SHIBILSKI N A
COWLES N A
PANZER N A
JENSEN N A
OURADA N A
HARSDORF N A
ALBERS NOA
GARD N A
KAUFERT N A
HEINTON 24 N A
COGGS FY: N A
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AYE [0 No 4 aBsit
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Senator Burke

NATURAL RESOURCES

Nonpoint Program Local Assistance Staff (Paper #625)

Motion:

Move to require that $500,000 SEG in 1998-99 provided the nonpoint source grant program
be used to fund staff in counties that currently do not receive nonpeint funding for county staff.
Further, require DNR and DATCP to submit a plan to the Land and Water Conservation Board

for approval that allocates the funding to such counties.

Note:

In calendar year 1996, 19 counties received no nonpoint local assistance funding for staff.
SB 77 provides approximately $13.0 million in nonpoint program funding that may be used for
staff. The motion would require that $500,000 in 1998-99 be used to fund nonpoint staff in

counties that currently do not have staff.

'BURKE

7DECKER : :
GEORGE N A
JAUCH N A
WINEKE N oA
SHIBILSK] N &
COWLES N oA
PANZER N A
JENSEN N A
OURADA N oA
HARSDORE N A
ALBERS N A
GARD N A
KAUFERT N A
LINFEN ripe N A
COGGS N A

Motion #2028



ATTACHMENT 1

Nonpoint Source Pollution Abatement Grant Program

LARGE-SCALE PRIORITY WATERSHED PROJECTS

Year
Started

1984

1985

1586

1982

1590

1992

1993

1994

Natural Resources - Water Quality (Paper #625)

FProject Name
East-West Milwaukee

North Branch Milwaukee
Cedar Creek

Milwaukee River South
Menomonee River

Black Earth Creek
Sheboygan River
Waumandee Creek

East River
Yahara-Monona
Lower Grant

Middle Trempealeau

Lake Winnebago/East
Middle Kickapoo River
Yellow River

Upper Fox/lllinois
Narrows/Baraboo River
Lower E. Branch Pecatonica

Arrowhead/Daggets
Kinnickinnic River
Beaver Dam River
Duncan Creek

Lower Big Eau Pleine
Upper Yellow River

Upper Trempealeau River
Neenah Creek

Balsam Branch Creek
Red River/Sturgeon Bay

Branch River

Soft Maple/Hay Creek
South Fork Hay River
Teororrow/Waupaca

Apple & Ashwaubenon Creeks
Dell Creek

Dhick Creek

Pensaukee River

Springbrook Creek

Sugar & Honey Creeks

County

Fond du Lac, Washington, Sheboygan, Dodge,

Ozaukee

Sheboygan, Washington, Ozaukee

Ozaukee, Washington
Ozaukee, Milwaukee

Milwaukee, Waukesha, Ozaukee, Washington

Dane

Sheboygan, Fond du Lac, Manitowoc, Calumet

Buffalo

Brown, Calumet
Dane
Grant

Trempealeau

Fond du Lac, Calumet
Vernon, Monroe, Richland
Barron

Waukesha, Racine

Sauk

Green, Lafayette

Qutagamie, Winnebago
Milwaukee

Dodge, Columbia, Green Lake
Chippewa, Eau Claire
Marathon

Wood, Clark, Marathon

Jackson, Trempealeau
Adams, Marquette, Columbia

Polk
Door, Kewaunee, Brown

Brown, Manitowoc

Rusk

5t. Croix, Dunn, Polk, Barron
Waupaca, Portage

Brown, Outagamie, Oneida Nation

Juneau, Sauk

Brown, Outagamie, Oneida Nation

Oconto, Shawano
Langlade, Marathon
Racine, Walworth

Watershed

Size
5q. Miles

265
149
129
167
136

108
260
221

206
93
129

05

99
246
239
151
176
144

142

33
290
191
138
212

175
173

104
139

108
176
181
290

113
133
151
163

69
166
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ATTACHMENT 1 {continued)

Nonpoint Source Pollution Abatement Grant Program

LARGE-SCALE PRIORITY WATERSHED PROJECTS (continued)

Year
Started

1995

Project Name

Fond du Lac River

Kinnickinnic River

Lower Little Wolf

Lower Rib River

Middle Peshtigo & Thunder Rivers
Pigeon River

Pine & Willow Rivers

TOTAL

SMALL SCALE WATERSHED PROJECTS

1990

1991

1994

1995

Duniap Creek

Lowes Creek

Whittlesey Creek

Spring Creek

Osceola Creek

St. Croix Flowage & Upper 5t. Croix Lake
Horse Creek

SUBTOTAL

PRIORITY LAKE PROJECTS

1990

1991
1992

1993

1994
1995

Page 14

Minocqua Lake

Lake Tomah

Little/Big Muskego-Wind Lakes
Middle Inlet-Lake Noquebay
Lake Ripley

Camp/Center Lakes
Hilisboro Lake
Yahara-Mendota

St. Croix Lakes Cluster
Bigwood Lake

Rock Lake

TOTAL

County

Fond du Lac, Winnebago

Pierce, St. Croix
Waupaca
Marathon
Marinette, Oconto

Manitowoc, Sheboygan
Waushara, Winnebago

Dane

Eau Claire
Bayfield
Rock

Polk
Douglas
Poik

Town of Minocqua
Monroe
Waukesha, Racine
Marinette
Jefferson

Kenosha

Vernon

Dane, Columbia
St. Croix

Burnett

Jefferson

244
206
152
129
193

78

303

11,328

10
32
41
135

35
230

20
10

352

Watershed Size
(Sq. Miles)
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ATTACHMENT 2

On-going Priority Watershed Projects
on the Impaired Waters List

Watershed

East River

Duck Creek

Apple-Ashwaubenon

Lower Big Eau Pleine River

Beaver Dam River

Cedar Creek

East and West Branches of Miwaukee

North Branch Milwaukee River
Menomonee River
Kinnickinnic River

Spring Creek

Upper Fox (IHlinois)

Yellow River

South Fork Hay River
Hillsboro (small scale)

Lake Tomah (priority lake)}

Counties

Brown, Calumet

Brown, Outagamie, Oneida Nation

Brown, Outagamie, Oneida Nauon

Marathon

Wood, Clark, Marathon

Ozaukee, Washington

Fond du Lac, Washington, Sheboygan, Dodge,
Ozaukee

Sheboygan, Washington, Ozaukee
Milwaukee, Waukesha, Ozaukee, Washington
Miiwaukee

Rock

Waukesha, Racine

Barron

St. Croix, Dunn, Polk, Barron

Vernon

Monroe

Water Bodies (or portions thereof) on the Impaired Waters List
Not Currently Designated as Priority Watersheds

North Branch Manitowoc River and Tributaries
Mill Creek

South Branch Rock River

Rock River

Maunesha River

Brewery Creek

Otter Creek

Red Cedar River

Wolf River (Chippewa County}
Upper West Branch Pecotonica®
Big Green Lake*

Root River*

Upper Willow River*

* Completed priority watershed projects.
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Green Bay Harbor Tributanes
Kummel Creek

Horicon Marsh

Yahara River

Honey Creek

North Fork Juda Branch
Bark River

Black River

Upper Big Eau Pleine
Seven Mile/Silver Creek*
Bass Lake*

Hay River*
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Paper #626 1997-99 Budget May 23, 1997

To:  Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Nonpoint Source Program Funding (DNR -- Water Quality)

[LFB Summary: Page 437, #2]

CURRENT LAW

DNR is provided $6,363,600 GPR and $6,705.300 SEG in base level funding for the
nonpoint source water pollution abatement program for aids to local units of government for
priority watershed project administration and cost-share grants to landowners and certain
governmental units for the installation of water pollution abatement and conservation practices.
In addition, $20.0 million in general obligation bonding has been authorized for nonpoint source
water pollution abatement grants, of which approximately $18.6 million has been expended. The
bonding provided the program is limited to cost-share grants for the installation of water pollution
abatement or conservation practices and cannot be used for local program administration.

GOVERNOR

Delete base GPR funding of $6,363,600 in 1997-98 for the nonpoint source water
pollution abatement program. Instead, provide an additional $12,363,000 in general obligation
bonding authority, of which $2.0 million would be designated for projects selected after July 1,

1998.

Further, limit the program’s GPR appropriation ($6,363,600 in 1998-99) to the provision
of nonpoint source cost share grants only, rather than both cost share grants and local assistance
grants. The bill would also provide $6,5035,300 SEG annually from the nonpoint account of the
environmental fund which would be available for local administration and cost share grants.
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DISCUSSION POINTS
Background

1. The nonpoint source water poliution abatement program provides grants to local
units of government for: (a) priority watershed project administration; and (b) 50-70% cost share
grants to landowners and communities in priority watersheds to install water pollution abatement
practices and structures.

2. Large scale watershed projects generally take at least ten years to complete,
excluding planning efforts prior to selection. The first two years following project selection is
the project planning phase in which local assistance grants are made available for county and/or
municipal administration of the watershed. Among other activities, local officials plan watershed
projects, contract with landowners, assist in the design and installation of practices, conduct
demonstrations and train staff. Local assistance grant awards for implementation and
administration of the project are made throughout the remaining years of the project. Beginning
in the third year of a project, landowners can sign-up for cost-sharing awards for the installation
of practices such as manure storage facilities and barnyard roofs and contour strips on cropland
to reduce nonpoint pollution runoff. The cost-sharing grant awards are available from the third
year through the tenth year of a project. However, some projects have been extended and cost-
sharing awards have been made for additional years.

Program Funding

3. Local governmental urits (primarily counties) are advanced funds to meet
anticipated cost share grant expenditures in a watershed project. As the advanced funds are
expended, DNR reimburses the county’s or the local government unit’s advance account. During
the final years of the project, DNR does not reimburse the advance funds provided each project,
and the advanced funds are spent down.

4. Approximately 66 large scale priority watershed projects and 20 priority lake
projects could receive funding during the 1997-99 biennium. The bill would provide $29.8
million in funding for existing projects as follows: $6.5 million SEG annually from the nonpoint
account of the environmental fund: $6.4 million GPR in 1998-99; and $10.4 million in bonding.
The bill would also provide $2.0 million in general fund-supported bonding that would be
restricted to new projects identified during the biennium.

5. DNR indicates that the nonpoint source pollution abatement program expenditures
for existing watersheds could be as high as $40.8 million for the 1997-99 biennium. However,
in a November, 1996, report to the Land and Water Conservation Board (LWCB), DNR indicated
that the amount of funding needed in the biennium could be reduced by $10.7 million to $30.1
million as follows: (a) $1.0 million associated with encumbrances that will be carried into the
1997-99 biennium: (b) $3.0 million, by eliminating advances to counties or local governments
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for cost share grants (a retmbursement approach would be used); and (c) $5.7 million program
savings primarily associated with ending selected priority watershed and lake projects; and (d)
$1.0 million in federal Clean Water Act section 319 grants.

6. The following table lists the estimated program need and the funding available in
the biennium under the bill.
Estimated Nonpoint Program Expenditures
1997-99 (millions)
SB 77 Funding 5258
Estimated Expenditures C 4038

Less adjustments:

reduced advances -3.0
carryover encambrances -1.0
ending projects -5.7
federal Clean Water Act funds -1.0
Adjusted Expenditure Estimate 30.1
Remaining Funding ~-$0.3
7. By eliminating advances to counties, DNR would require counties to spend down

the estimated $4.0 million in advance account balances. After the funds in the advance accounts
are depleted, the program would be administered as a reimbursement program in that counties
would be required to fund cost share agreements and then submit the claims for reimbursement.
It should be noted that not all counties or local governments have a balance in their advance
accounts, and therefore, such counties or local governments would be on a reimbursement
approach at an earlier date..

8. DNR is currently in the process of identifying watershed and lake projects that
could be ended. Further, other provisions in the bill would require DNR and DATCP to review
existing watershed projects and recommend those to be re-identified by the Board as a priority
project. Under the provisions, if a watershed or lake currently designated as priority (except
those statutorily designated) is not re-identified by the LWCB, the priority watershed or lake
project would be terminated. If a project is terminated, the LWCB would be required to review
the status of the project and direct DNR to continue, modify or eliminate funding for that
watershed or lake project.
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9. DNR has also indicated that program costs could also be reduced by better
coordinating county activities with federal programs such as the United States Department of
Agriculture’s (USDA) environmental quality incentive program (EQIP). USDA is in the process
of issuing final rules on the EQIP program, which would provide $4.2 million in federal funding
for cost share grants to landowners in Wisconsin. The EQIP program replaces the agricultural
conservation program (ACP), and the water quality incentives program (WQIP) which were each
funded at approximately $2.0 million annually for Wisconsin in recent years.

10.  One criticism of the nonpoint program has been that because the program provides
a large share of funding for staff compared to federal programs, counties tend to focus their
conservation efforts on obtaining watershed projects rather than using available federal program
funding. That is, counties may not pursue federal cost-share funds or federal conservation
program efforts (such as the conservation reserve program) because only a small share of the
funds (approximately 10% under EQIP) can be used for staff, versus approximately 50% for
nonpoint projects. Therefore, federal and DNR officials believe that there is potential to make
better use of federal funds and federal conservation programs, to meet the state’s nonpoint
pollution abatement goals.

11. EQIP funds do not pass through the state government but rather are accessed
directly by counties, local governments and landowners. Under the program, 65% of the funds,
have to be spent in eight federally designated priority area basins, which would include several
state priority watersheds and lakes. Further, the EQIP program is a competitive program with
the state’s share of future being largely dependent on the ability of counties to access the funds.
Therefore, to the extent that counties and landowners in state designated priority watersheds make
greater use of the federal EQIP funds, the demand for cost share funds in those projects could
be reduced.

12, The bill would also require DNR, in consultation with DATCP, to promulgate rules
that specify cost-effective best management practices that can implemented by local governments
and landowners fo meet the priority watershed, lake and water basin water quality objectives.
Therefore, to the extent that more cost-effective practices are used, the level of cost share funding
needed in the biennium could be reduced.

13. Under the bill, the $2.0 million in bonding would be restricted for use as cost
share grants for new projects. Allowing this to be used for any project would provide DNR
greater flexibility related to the use of the proposed funding.

14.  If the Committee did not approve the Governor’s recommendations the program
would be provided $26.2 million in funding and no additional bonding: $6,363,600 GPR annually
and $6,705,300 SEG annually. It should be noted that DOA indicates that the $200,000 annual
reduction in segregated funding was proposed because the nonpoint account of the environmental
fund could not support the expenditures.
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Local Assistance Funding

15.  The bill would limit the program’s GPR appropriation ($6,363,600 in 1998-99) to
the provision of nonpoint source cost share grants only rather than both cost share grants and
local assistance grants as allowed under current law. The bill would also provide $6,505,300
SEG annually from the nonpoint account of the environmental fund which would also be
available for local administration and cost share grants.

16. DOA indicates that the GPR appropriation was limited to cost share grants to
ensure that a greater percentage of the program’s funding would be available for the installation
of water pollution abatement practices. Historically, at least one-half of the funds have been
expended on local assistance grants (county staff and supplies) and one-half (or less) on cost
share grants (farm practices).

17. Local assistance grants totalled $13.5 million in the 1993-95 biennium and
approximately $18.9 million will be spent on local assistance (with approximately $16.6 million
spent on cost share grants) in the 1995-97 biennium. Under the bill, approximately $14.0 million
could be used to fund local assistance grants to counties and local governments ($13.0 million
SEG provided under the bill and approximately $1.0 million in federal Clean Water Act Section
319 grant funding). Allowing the $6,363,600 GPR in 1998-99 to be used for both local
assistance grants and cost share grants would provide DNR the flexibility to expend up to $19.4
million on local assistance grants in the biennium.

18. However, allowing the GPR to be used for local assistance grants would reduce
the amount of funds that would be exclusively available for cost share grants to landowners or
local governments. If GPR funding were used for county staff, and assuming DNR implements
its program to reduce cost share advance accounts, approximately $15.4 million would be
available exclusively for cost share funding: (a) $10.4 in bonding for existing priority watershed
or lake projects provided in the bill; (b) $3.0 million associated with spending down cost share
advances previously provided counties and local governments; and (1) $1.0 million associated
with encumbrances of previously provided grant funding. In addition, federal funding under the
EQIP program could reduce the need for state funding in the biennium to implement cost share
practices.

19. Alternatively, allowing up to 50% of the GPR funds to be used for local assistance
grants would allow DNR some additional flexibility while limiting local assistance grant funding.
Under this scenario, approximately $16.2 million ($13.0 million SEG and $3.2 million GPR) in
funding provided in the biennium would be available for county staff grants and $18.6 million
for landowner practices. This alternative would not provide the $18.9 million in funding that was
expended on local assistance grants during the last biennium. However, under DNR’s
expenditure reduction plan, assuming that 50% of the $5.7 million in savings associated with
ending watershed or lake projects is staff related, the need for local assistance could be reduced
by approximately $2.9 million. Therefore, under this alternative, county staffing in active
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watersheds would remain at approximately the 1995-97 level ($18.9 million, less $2.9 million
in savings, would be $16.0 million in active watersheds.)

20. Concerns have been raised that the nonpoint source program is expending more
funding for local assistance grants than on the installation of pollution abatement and
conservation practices. However, the recent focus of the program has involved the use of low-
cost practices such as changes in tillage practices, nutrient planning and grazing management
which are generally more staff intensive. Implementing such low-cost practices generally
involves local staff working closely with landowners to change their behaviors and develop
management plans aimed at pollution abatement rather than the building structures or facilities.

Therefore, despite the Governor’s proposal to limit the funds for local assistance grants,
it is unlikely that the need for local assistance funding will be reduced in the future. However,
. to alleviate concerns about the long-term funding implications for local assistance grants the
Committee could require counties to maich a portion of the nonpoint local assistance grants
provided for their projects. Currently, DNR grants fund 70% of certain county equipment and
up to 100% of most staff and supply costs. Cost share grant recipients (landowners) under the
program, are generally required to pay a minimum of 30% of the costs of the practices installed
under the program. A similar match could be required for county or local governments for local
assistance grants. Further, a similar program, DATCP’s soil and water resource management
program, requires a 100% match to the state funding provided for county staffing grants.
Requiring a 30% local match could also substantially reduce the need to terminate existing
watersheds or, to the extent watersheds are terminated, to allow the funding of higher priority
projects under new criteria sooner than would be allowed under the bill.

21. Requiring 2 minimum 30% local match could also increase the local commitment
to a nonpoint project in that only counties or local governments who are willing to commit their
own funds would receive state funding for their project. However, counties that currently have
watershed projects received the project funding without a 30% required local match.
Alternatively, the Committee could require a match for any projects selected for funding after
July 1, 1998 (consistent with the Governor’s recommendations for identification of new projects).

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1. Approve the Govemor’s recommendations to: (a) delete base GPR funding of
$6,363,600 in 1997-98 for the nonpoint source water pollution abatement program and limit use
of the GPR appropriation to the provision of nonpoint source cost share grants to landowners;
and (b) provide an additional $12,363,000 in general obligation bonding authority, of which $2.0
million would be designated for projects selected after July 1, 1998.

Page 6 Natural Resources -~ Water Quality (Paper #626)



Alternative 1 GPR B8R
1997-99 REVENUE (Change to Base) 30 $12,363,000
[Change to Bill 0 30}
1987-99 FUNDING (Change to Bill) - 56,363,600 50
[Change to 8ill S0 807
2. Adopt the Governor’s recommendation, as modified by one or more of the

following:

a. specify that up to 50% of GPR funds could be used for local
assistance grants (at least 50% would be for landowner cost share grants).

b. specify that GPR funds may be used for cost share and local
assistance grants.

C. delete the requirement that $2 million in bonding be designated
only for newly selected projects (the $2 million would be available for any
projects).

d. require recipients of nonpoint source program local assistance grants

to provide a minimum 30% match in order to receive grant funds for projects.

e. require recipients of nonpoint source program local assistance grants
to provide a minimum 30% match in order to receive grant funds for projects
selected after July 1, 1998.

Alternative 2 GPR BR

1997-99 REVENUE (Change 0 Base) $0 $12,363,000

[Change to Biit $0 50f

1997-99 FUNDING (Change to BilY) - $6,363,600 30

[Change to Bilf 50 0]

3. Maintain current law.

Alternative 3 GPR BR
1947-99 REVENUE (Change to Hase) %0 50 '

{Change fo Bill $0 - $12,363,000]

1997-99 FUNDING (Change {o Base) SG 30

[Change to Bill $6,363,600 $07

Prepared by: Al Runde
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Representative Harsdorf

NATURAIL RESOURCES

Local Assistance Grant Funding

Motion:

Move to restrict local assistance grant funds from being used for promotional items,
excluding those used for informational purposes, such as brochures and videos.
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Paper #627 1997-99 Budget May 23, 1997

To: Joint Committee on Finance

From: Bob Lang, Director
Legislative Fiscal Bureau

ISSUE

Nonpoint Segregated Funding -- Nonpoint Account Condition (DNR -- Water
Quality)

{LFB Summary: Page 438, #3]

CURRENT LAW

Revenues of approximately $10.3 million SEG anpually are deposited to the nonpoint
account of the envircnmental fund are derived from a $7.50 vehicle title transfer fee collected
at the time of filing an application for the first certificate of automobile title and at the time of
filing a certificate of title after a transfer of ownership. The fee is collected by the Department
of Transportation. The Department of Natural Resources (DNR), the Department of Agriculture,
Trade and Consumer Protection (DATCP) and the Department of Workforce Development
(DWD) for Wisconsin Conservation Corps enrollee shoreland projects are provided a total of
$10,757,800 SEG in base level funding with approximately 21.2 positions from the nonpoint
account of the environmental fund.

GOVERNOR
Delete $600,000 SEG annually from the nonpoint source water pollution abatement
program as follows: (a) $400,000 annually associated with contracted services, including

information and education, to support and implement the nonpoint program; (b) $200,000
annually from the nonpoint source grant program.
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DISCUSSION POINTS

1. DOA indicates that the recommended reduction in funding is necessary to bring
expenditures from the account in line with the revenues generated from the vehicle title transfer
fee.

2. Due to a calculation error under the bill, it is estimated that the account will end
the biennium with a $600,000 deficit. The following table lists the estimated condition of the
nonpoint account of the environmental fund.

Nonpoint Account Condition Statement under SB 77
(in millions)

1997-98 1998-99
Beginning Balance -$0.6 -$0.6
Revenues 10.3 104
Expenditures -10.3 -10.4
Ending Balance -$0.6 -30.6
3. If the $1.2 million in reductions recommended by the Govermnor were not approved

the fund would end the 1997-99 biennium with an estimated $1.8 million deficit. However, In
general, segregated funds and program revenue accounts are statutorily required to have positive
year-end balances. Therefore, the agencies would have to administratively reduce nonpoint
expenditures by $1.8 million over the biennium.

4, While a 25 cent increase in the vehicle title transfer fee would provide
approximately $345,650 annually and balance the fund in the bhiennium, it should be noted that
the account is structurally balanced. That is, expenditure levels under the bill are within
estimated revenues for the biennium. Therefore, a one-time reduction in expenditures from the
nonpoint account would balance the fund in the biennium and, potentially, thereafter. A one-time
reduction of $600,000 would be approximately a 3.0% reduction in overall spending in the
biennium.

5. The following table lists the base level appropriations funded from the nonpoint
account of the environmental fund: '
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1997-99 Nonpoint Account Expenditures
Under SB 77

Program 1997-98 1998-99

Natural Resources
I.ong-term momioring research of impacts of

priority watershed projects - integrated services $306,700 $306,700
Trading water pollution credits 50,600 50,600
Nonpoint program administration 449,700 449,700
Priority watershed contracts 1,076,100 1,076,100
Priority watershed grant program 6,505,300 6,505,300
Administrative services funding for

nonpoint source activities 203,500 203,500
Nonpoint grant administration 71,200 71,200

Agriculture, Trade and Consumer Protection

Soil and water management granis

{agricultural shoreland and animal waste management) 950,000 950,000
Soil and water resource management program administration 604,600 604,600

Workforce Development (Wisconsin Conservation Corps)

Enrollee operations for shoreland projects 76,700 76,700
Compensation reserves 41,500 85,300
Estimated lapses -16,400 -16,400
Total 310318900  $10,362,700

Administrative Funding

6. Approximately $1,635,700 and 21.2 state positions are provided from the nonpoint
account under the bill. The staff are primarily associated the DNR nonpoint source pollution
abatement grant program (5.5 conducting water quality monitoring support and 6.0 administering
the program) and administering and providing technical assistance for DATCP’s soil and water
resource management (SWRM) program (8.0 staff). Remaining positions are DNR central
administrative and grants administration staff.

7. All of positions funded from the nonpoint account of the environmental fund are
currently filled. Therefore, any reductions in administrative appropriations would require DNR
or DATCP to either layoff staff or reallocate them to other funding sources and could reduce
program activity.
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8. It could be argued that any reductions to the funding to either the nonpoint or SWRM
grant programs should result in a comparable reduction in funding for staff. Therefore, if a
reduction is required in the various grant and contract funding provided from the nonpoint
account, administrative funding could also be reduced by 3% annually (approximaiely $48,000).
These reductions could be taken from DNR’s nonpoint program administration or DATCP’s
SWRM program administration. On the other hand, agency officials argue that if a one-time
reduction is required to balance the account, a permanent staff reduction is not warranted.

Grant and Contracts Funding

5. Approximately $8,531,400 SEG annually from the nonpoint account of the
environmental fund is associated with nonpoint source pollution abatement grants, DATCP’s
SWRM grants and contract funding for services to support the nonpoint program.

10.  The nonpoint source water pollution abatement program provides grants to local units
of government for: (a) priority watershed project administration (county and local staff and
supplies); and (b) 50-70% cost share grants to landowners and communities in priority watersheds
to install water pollution abatement practices and structures. Historically, one-half (or more) of
the funds have been expended on local assistance grants and up to one-half is expended on cost
share grants.

11. Based on current estimates, the nonpoint source grant program will likely need the
$6,505,300 annually provided under the bill. However, other provisions in the bill would make
changes to the nonpoint program which could impact the program demand. For example, the
Governor recommends providing the Land and Water Conservation Board, with assistance from
DNR and DATCP, to terminate some existing watersheds that are not meeting program goals in
order to reduce program demand. DNR bas indicated $5.7 million could be saved in the
biennium primarily through ending some existing watershed projects.

12.  Under current law, both the GPR and SEG appropriations for the nonpoint grant
program can be used to provide local assistance grants for the administration of the nonpoint
program at the local level. The bill would eliminate the GPR funding for local assistance grants,
and would allow that only the SEG funds (approximately $13.0 million) be available for local
assistance grants. Local assistance expenditures were $13.5 million in the 1993-95 biennium and
will be an estimated $18.9 million during the 1995-97 biennium. DNR indicates that
approximately $1.0 million in the biennium in federal Clean Water Act funds could also be
available for local assistance grant funding.

13. The funding provided for DATCP’s SWRM program is primarily used to provide
grants for agricultural shoreland projects and animal waste management grants to landowners.
Agricultural shoreland funds are used to fund the development of county agricultural shoreland
ordinances and conservation practices required under those ordinances. Animal waste
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management grants are provided to landowners who have received a DNR notice of discharge
of animal waste into the waters of the state and are required to take corrective action to reduce
that discharge. The two programs are likely to need the available funding to meet the programs’
demand in the 1997-99 biennium.

14.  DNR’s nonpoint source contracts fund water quality monitoring, education and
research activities that support the nonpoint program. Contract funding has supported the
development of watershed maps, water pollution abatement demonstration projects, fisheries
mventories, lab analysis, monitoring and various informational and educational activities.
Contractors have included the State Laboratory of Hygiene, University of Wisconsin-Extension,
the United States Geological Survey and other DNR programs as well as counties. Several of
the contracts entered into to support the nonpoint program are long term.

15. Concerns have been raised that while the state has spent considerable funds on the
nonpoint program and water pollution abatement practices, evaluation of the program through
water quality monitoring has been limited. The contracts funding is one of the primary funding
sources used to conduct such evaluations. Further, reducing the contract funding further, while
it may not result in loss of staffing for DNR, could result in staff reductions at UW-Extension
or the State Laboratory of Hygiene.

16. As mentioned earlier, despite having a deficit, the account is structurally balanced.
To balance the fund a one-time reduction of approximately $600,000 is needed. Therefore, any
reductions in expenditures could be taken in the first year of the biennium. As a result, the
program would maintain a higher base level of funding available for the 1999-2001 biennium.

17.  Since program funding in all categories is expected to be expended, it could be
argued that an across-the-board reduction would be most equitable. A 3% overall reduction
would generate the necessary savings. If the funding reductions necessary to balance the account
in the biennium were taken entirely from the grant and contract funding, a 3.5% reduction would
be required in the biennium (or approximately a 7% reduction in funding in 1997-98).

ALTERNATIVES TO BASE

1. Approve the Governor’s recommendations to delete (a) $400,000 annually associated
with contracted services; and (b) $200,000 annually from the nonpoint source grant program.
{DNR and DATCP would have to administratively reduce expenditures by an estimated $600,000
to avoid a deficit.)

Alternative 1 SEG
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Base) -$1,200,000
[Change to Bill 50}
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2. In addition to the Governor’s recommendation, delete $300,000 SEG annually under
one of the following:

Alternative 2 SEG
1987-92 FUNDING (Change to Base) « $600,000
[Change to Biff - $600,000]

a. Delete $300,000 SEG annually in nonpoint grant funding ($6.2 million
in base funding would be available in the 1999-2001 biennium).

b. Delete 3.5% annually in grant and contract funding provided in the
biennium as follows: $228,800 annually from the nonpoint grant program; $33,400
annually from the SWRM grant program; and $37,800 annually in contract
funding.

c. Delete approximately 3% of annual expenditures as follows: $48,000
with 1.0 position associated with DNR’s nonpoint program administration;
$192,200 in nonpoint source pollution abatement grant funding; $28,000 in
DATCP's SWRM grant program funding; and $31,800 in nonpoint contract

funding.
Alternative 2¢ SEG
1957-98 POSITIONS (Change to Base) - 1.00
[Change to Bilt - 1.00}

d. Delete approximately 3% of annual expenditures as follows: $48,000
with 1.0 position associated with DATCP’s SWRM program administration;
$192,200 in nonpoint source pollution abatement grant funding; $28,000 in
DATCP’s SWRM grant program funding; and $31,800 in nonpoint contract

funding.
Alternative 2d SEG
1957-98 POSITIONS (Change to Base) - 1.0G
[Change to Bill - 1.00]
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3. In addition to the Governor’s recommendation, delete $600,000 SEG in 1997-98
under one of the following:

Alternative 3 SEG
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Base) - $600,000
[Change fo Bill - $600,000]

a. Delete $600,000 SEG i 1997-98 in nonpoint grant funding
($6,505,300 in base funding would be available for the 1999-2001 biennium).

b. Delete 7% in 1997-98 grant and contract funding as follows: $457,500

from the nonpoint grant program; $66,800 from the SWRM grant program; and
$75,700 in nonpoint contract funding.

c. Delete 6% of 1997-98 expenditures as follows: $48,000 from both
DNR and DATCP associated with program administration ($96,000 total);
$384,300 in nonpoint source pollution abatement grant funding; $56,100 in

DATCP’s SWRM grant program funding; and $63,600 in nonpoint contract
funding.

4. Maintain current law (the agencies would have to administratively reduce
expenditures from the nonpoint account to avoid a $1.8 million deficit).

Alternative 4 SEG
1997-99 FUNDING (Change to Base) $0 '
[Change to Bil $1,200,000] MO st o
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Senator Burke

NATURAL RESOURCES (Paper #627)
UW-Extension Nonpoint Contracts

Motion:

Move to require that DNR expend a minimum of 3$500,000 annually from the funds
currently appropriated for the nonpoint program contracts for contracts with the UW-Extension
to conduct educational and technical assistance related to the nonpoint source pollution abatement
program activities.

Note:

SB 77 provides $1,076,100 SEG (a reduction of $423.900 from the $1,500,000 in base
level funding) from the nonpoint account of the environmental fund to contract for water quality
monitoring, education, and research activities that support the nonpoint program. Contract
funding bas supported the development of watershed maps, water pollution abatement
demonstration projects, fish inventories, lab analysis and various informational and educational
activities. Contractors have inciuded the UW-Extension, the State Laboratory of Hygiene, the
U.S. Geological Survey, counties and other DNR programs.

The motion would require that at least $500,000 of the existing contract funding to be used
only for UW-Extension educational and technical assistance related to the nonpoint source
pollution abatement program activities. UW-Extension has received approximately $600,000 in
contract funding to support the nonpoint program in recent years.
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